This article examines notions of quality and quality assurance in higher education. It does this by raising questions such as whether quality in higher education is the same as, for example, quality of clothing or the quality of meat in local butcheries. The article questions the assumption that if certain things, such as criteria or standards -which are measurable and quantifiable -are in place, then quality in higher education will be assured. The article uses the findings of the Changing Academic Project (CAP) to argue that quality and quality assurance in higher education have been permeated by the values and ethos of business and the discourses around efficiency and effectiveness that are driven by global competition. The Hong Kong and Singaporean cases are used as examples of policy borrowing on quality assurance. The article concludes that, given increasing private sector contribution to higher education, it has become necessary for some kind of government intervention to ensure that the higher education provided to citizens is of an acceptable quality. It also argues that quality and quality assurance have shifted from collaborative teaching and research, which promotes critical inquiry and community service, towards input/output considerations and performance measurement.
INTRODUCTION
Quality and quality assurance in higher education remain contested terrain, which raises the issue of whether these concepts are relative and context-bound or whether it is feasible, and indeed desirable, to talk of universal criteria, standards and benchmarks of quality and quality assurance, regardless of the context.
Juxtaposing the context-bound notion of quality in higher education with a universal concept of quality raises fundamental issues of whether quality in the higher education sector can be equated with quality of products produced in a factory or the quality of food. Is it reasonable to assume that once certain mechanisms, processes, criteria or standards have been clearly defined and described that quality in higher education will be assured, regardless of the context? Quality and quality assurance invoke notions of university autonomy and academic freedom and the relationship between quality assurance and accountability, which includes the ability and capability of the academic oligarchy to police itself in establishing processes, standards and criteria against which quality in the sector can be assured, based on the principle of noli me tangere.
THE CHANGING NOTIONS OF QUAlITY AND QUAlITY ASSURANCE
Clearly the terms 'quality' and 'quality assurance' have undergone significant changes and have been shaped by competing ideologies and social theories of the twenty-first century, including globalisation, managerialism and corporatism and the public-private good of higher education in different contexts (Beckmann and Cooper 2004; Mok 2006; Mok 2000, 148-149) . In this context, there is the expectation that higher education will contribute to enhancing the nation state's competitive edge in the global marketplace by developing innovations in knowledge and technology and by producing the new 'smart' workers who will take up key positions in the knowledge economy (Gibbons et al. 1994) .
The Hong Kong and Singapore cases in this article are used to frame discussions on policy borrowing from the UK that came through about through quality assurance movement from developed economies to developing including South Africa. Thus, Singapore and Hong Kong are good examples of policy borrowing on quality assurance driven by global competition and therefore assist in understanding how the process in terms of the policy direction on quality assurance in South Africa, why quality assurance has become a priority and the very notion of what quality means. Some of the contested areas of quality and quality assurance include quality of governance and management, programmes offerings, monitoring of teaching and learning, and quality of students produced and accreditation and assessment of institutions (Burden-Leahy 2005, 130; Chen 2006; Massy 1997, 253-54) .
However, quality remains as elusive as ever. Barnett (1992, 16) claims that the concept of quality in universities is to a large extent the result of the normative positions we may have regarding higher education -what we mean by, and intended by, "quality" in the context of higher education is bound up with our values and fundamental aims of higher education -what we take higher education to be will have implications for how we attain it, how we evaluate our success in achieving it, and how we improve it. Accordingly, assessment of what is and isn't good quality depends upon the objectives and criteria a person or group judges to be relevant in a specific context (Van Vught 1995, 196) . Van Vught further argues that quality may be the only general definition of quality is indeed as Ball (1985 has stated, 'fitness for purpose', which necessitates specifying the purposes that are assumed to be relevant by specific sectors in a specific context (Van Vught 1995, 197) . This view leans towards the relativist notion of quality. In support of this view, Harvey and Green (1993, 10) argue that: quality is relative to the user of the term and the circumstances in which is invoked. It means different things to different people indeed the same person may adopt different conceptualisations at different moments . . . stakeholders have a different perspective on the same thing but different perspectives on different things with the same label. Van Vught (1995, 197) argues that quality should be approached from a nominal point of view, which holds that there is no definite and final description of quality, even though this description conflicts with the definition of quality as 'fitness for purpose'. In terms of the latter definition, quality in higher education can be assessed in as many ways as there are sets of objectives and criteria, and there can be no claim to quality without the specification of those objectives and criteria. The other approaches are reputational and total quality approaches. The reputational approach is embedded in the principle of peer review of programmes and institutions, the student outcomes approach is premised on the measurement of outcomes indicators, such as the completion rate among students, the persistent throughput rate of an institution's undergraduates and the lifetime earnings of alumni of a programme.
However, Massy (1997, 251) argues that while input measures are providing an overarching quantitative perspective, such measures are a crude means to serve as the primary vehicle for achieving accountability and that overreliance on input measures such as expenditures per student can increase costs and distort quality. He warns that although long considered an intangible concept, quality is currently being talked about as something that can be measured, monitored and managed and that this shows the impact of the business quality movement (1997, 249) . The aforementioned movement includes the focus on social capital, business and quality and quality assurance methods, and is now being extended to non-profit enterprises, including higher education. In the process of re-engineering, the biggest obstacles to change are the reluctance of many institutions to accept the notion of customers, the failure of most institutions to produce measurable outputs and the lack of collegiality necessary to facilitate discussions about re-engineering (Massy and Wilger 1995) . The focus of this approach is therefore on the customer, employee empowerment, process, the development of information systems and an attempt to provide continuous improvement (Massy 1997, 249) .
Quality and quality assurance have become to be associated with globalisation and corresponding measuring quality of universities in terms of performance indicators. In the current context of the global tide of managerialism and the reduction in public expenditure for higher education and cuts in university funding, public universities have been experiencing pressure from governments to demonstrate maximum outputs from their allocated financial inputs (Mok 2000, 150) . These demands from the sector are driven by broader structural imperatives of rationalising the importance of productivity performance and control (Mok 2000, 149) . Central to economic rationalism embedded in corporatism and new managerialism is a rational output-oriented, plan-based, management-led view of organisational form in which a more transparent and accountable public sector and more effective control of work practices are stressed. Underpinning new managerialism, the permeation of corporate ethos and values in higher education is a focus on outcomes and results, managing change effectively, producing more with less (value for money), in other words more efficiency (Dewey1998; Mok 2000, 149) . Mok (2000; gives local and global examples of quality and discusses managerialism in the contexts of Hong Kong and Singapore. Mok acknowledges that while individual higher learning institutions in Hong Kong may have different roles, missions and characteristics, and may offer a variety of programmes and various styles of teaching, the University Grants Committee (UGC) in that country believed that there was a strong need to promote and assure quality higher education, primarily because of the rapid expansion of the sector (2005, 285) .
A brief comparison between Hong Kong and Singapore suggests that Hong Kong was clearly ahead of Singapore in the 1990s and that the approach and nature of quality assurance adopted in Hong Kong have been largely imported from the United Kingdom. In the UK, research assessment exercises, teaching and learning qualityprocess reviews and management reviews have been conducted to link performance with resource allocation (Mok 2000, 170) . Thus, even though the stated objective of the reviews was to promote quality education, their primary objective was to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of higher education in Hong Kong (Mok 2000, 170) . Conversely, the Singaporean government did not adopt any single model from abroad to shape its quality assurance programme and the management thereof, even though the concepts of accountability and value for money were introduced (Mok 2000, 170) . Furthermore, the quality assurance in Hong Kong was used to increase productivity and improve the performance of the university sector in order to justify significant public expenditure on higher education. In contrast, quality assurance in Singapore is intended as a means to enhance the competitiveness of the country in regional and even global markets, as the government believes that the strengthening of the university sector will make the nation even stronger and more competitive (Mok 2000, 171) .
ACCOUNTABIlITY AND ACCREDITATION IN THE CONTExT OF QUAlITY ASSURANCE
The discussions on quality assurance in Hong Kong and Singapore suggest an inherent link between quality assurance, accountability and institutional autonomy. Trends suggest that; accountability either from the market place or through some kind of assessment of process review, is very important for assuring quality -without accountability, even those with the best intentions will begin to cut corners sooner or later as other priorities come to impinge on their commitment (Massy 1997, 250 ).
Massy argues that the accountability for educational quality must reach units to departments or teaching groups to ensure that alternative demands on the staff's time for research and scholarship do not erode time that should be devoted to instructional tasks (1997, 250) . Massy argues that quality is ideally the responsibility of the teaching staff, but acknowledges that contrary to the conventional culture in most institutions, quality must be a group responsibility rather than an individual one, arguing that external and institution-level bodies cannot, by themselves, assure quality, although they can and should create the necessary conditions for quality assurance (1997, 250) .
QUAlITY AND QUAlITY ASSURANCE IN SOUTH AFRICAN HIGHER EDUCATION
Primarily because the increasing private funding of higher education and corresponding increase in private higher education providers and cross-border higher education provision, the National Ministry of Education 'set the cat among the pigeons' by suggesting that because the higher education sector was ostensibly unable to regulate and supervise itself, a creation of body or structure was to ensure the quality of provision of higher education by different providers both public and private providers.. This resulted in the creation of the Council on Higher Education (CHE) (2004) , and the subsequent, Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC) (2002) .
Informed by international trends, the Council on Higher Education (2002, 7) clearly recognises diverse conceptualisation and debates about quality assurance and quality audit and is sympathetic to the notion of fitness for purpose, which in some ways accommodates relativist positions on this matter. In terms of this position, quality and quality assurance should ideally be defined by persons, institutions and groups with specific contexts and dictated by their missions and, more importantly, the national imperatives (CHE 2002, 7) . Quality assurance policies are based on three steering mechanisms underpinning the implementation of the transformation goals, comprising the planning, funding and quality assurance around which the government has developed a broad range of policies and structures. Quality in the national policy for higher education is simultaneously seen as an objective of and a medium for the transformation of higher education (CHE 2008) .
Moving from the premise of fitness for purpose, quality, quality assurance and the institutional audit recognise, on the one hand, international economic imperatives shaping higher education worldwide and national institutional equity and redress in South Africa, on the other (CHE 2002, 3) . In this way, the quality is directly linked with the goals of addressing race and gender imbalances, improvement of throughput, retention, graduation rates, development and effective management of relevant curricular, promoting opportunities, changing the ratio between enrolments in the humanities and the natural and economic sciences, and improvements in research management and productivity (CHE 2002, 3) .
According to the Education White Paper, the pursuit of the principle of quality means maintaining and applying academic and educational standards in the sense of specific expectations and requirements that should be complied with. These expectations and ideas may differ from context to context, partly depending on the specific purposes pursued. Applying the principle of quality entails evaluating services and products against set standards, with a view to improvement, renewal or progress (Department of Education 1997).
The Education White Paper assigns responsibility for coordinating quality assurance in higher education to the Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC). The Higher Education Act 101 of 1997 sets out the roles and responsibilities of the Council on Higher Education (CHE) and its permanent subcommittee, the HEQC, with regard to policy and quality assurance-related matters in the higher education sector. The organisation is facilitating a common approach to quality assurance in collaboration with other bodies concerned, such as professional councils and sector education and training authorities (Sector Education and Training Authorities (SETAs) (CHE 2002, 1) .
As in the case of Hong Kong and Singapore, HEQC in South Africa is informed by international debates on developments in quality assurance in higher education. The fact that the HEQC can contribute significantly to such debates and the relationships with quality assurance agencies in the African continent and internationally are key to the HEQC's achieving this objective (CHE 2008) . Therefore, over the years, the HEQC has established and maintained relationships with quality assurance bodies and organisations in other countries (CHE 2008) .
The HEQC is responsible for evaluating the effectiveness of quality management systems of higher education institutions in relation to assessment, short courses, certification arrangements and recognition of prior learning (RPL). It has developed a framework and criteria on the basis of which quality assurance responsibility for these areas can be delegated to those higher education institutions that can demonstrate that they have in place effective quality assurance management systems.
The HEQC has three directorates: (i) The Institutional Audits Directorate is responsible for conducting audits of public and private higher education institutions' systems for ensuring quality of provision in three core functions, namely teaching and learning, research and community engagement; (ii) The National Reviews Directorate is responsible for reaccrediting existing programmes in specific disciplines and/or qualifications; (iii) The Programme Promotion and Capacity Development Directorate is responsible for implementing the HEQC's quality promotion and capacity development programme, which disseminates information and knowledge about quality assurance and prepares individuals and institutions to participate in implementing the HEQC's quality assurance systems (HEQC 2004, 5) .
A key premise of the quality assurance system proposed by the HEQC is that quality is the main responsibility of higher learning institutions. The HEQC takes into account the influence that the missions and aspirations of each institution have had on the state of the higher education sector, as well as their current capacities and future possibilities. Based on these considerations, the HEQC has designed a system of quality assurance in which programme accreditation (including national reviews), institutional audits and quality promotion and capacity development support and interact with one another as part of a reasonably integrated system whose objectives are to sustain the improvement of the actual quality of provision (HEQC 2004, 5) .
The accreditation function of the HEQC focuses on evaluating the various institutions' capacity and preparedness to offer quality academic programmes at all undergraduate and postgraduate levels, in terms adherence to a series of minimum standards. Within an accreditation methodology, national reviews focus on assessing the academic provision of selected subjects or programmes at national level against minimum standards agreed upon by peers and experts, from the point of view of, among other things, their academic governance, teaching and learning practices and the structure of the learning programme (HEQC 2004, 5) .
This article contests the notion of quality assurance of the HEQC in three of the four directorates: The Institutional Audits Directorate, The National Reviews Directorate and the Programme Promotion and Capacity Development Directorate in South Africa. The following issues form the basis of the discussion: conceptualisation of quality and standards in higher education in different social, political and economic contexts; quality for what and of what?; competing interests for quality assurance; the burgeoning interests in quality assurance in higher education; the role of quality assurance bodies; and, lastly, relationships between quality assurance, quality and efficiency and institutional equity and autonomy.
Key areas comprising quality assurance in post-apartheid South Africa are (i) institutional quality, including the following: policies, systems, resources and activities to support and enhance the quality of teaching and learning; (ii) quality relating to teaching and learning, including staff development policies, student success and development, student assessment, throughput and completion rate (CHE 2002, v) .
Another key consideration characterising quality assurance debates in South Africa is the exclusion of ranking of institutions to determine quality (CHE 2002, 8) . As one of the vociferous critics of ranking, Harvey (2008) rightly argues that institutional ranking is usually based on a single indicator compiled by using a set of indicators that are combined into a single index. Harvey agrees with the CHE/ CEPES/IHEP (2006) that ranking is adopted because of convenience and that is intended to i) stimulate institutional competition; ii) differentiate types of institutions and programmes; iii) contribute to national evaluations; and iv) contribute to debates about the definition of 'quality' in higher education (2008) . Key features that warrant attention for the purpose of this article are the following: Firstly, there is little available evidence that the selection of indicators to rank institutions involves any reflection; rather, it appears that rankings are based on convenience when the quality of teaching is difficult to establish. Secondly, there is no evidence that the weightings are theoretically underpinned; rather, such rankings are arbitrary. Thirdly, publications of the rankings hardly reflect significant changes in institutions, which are rarely so dramatic as to be noticeable within the period of ranking: Fourthly, hardly any consideration is given to the institutional, political and cultural environments that affect how institutions operate and what they can do (Harvey 2008) . The article is foregrounded in the Lyotardian theoretical framework of perfomativity.
METHODOlOGY AND AppROACHES
Empirical data on quality assurance in higher education were drawn from an international study on the Changing Academic Profession Project funded by the Ford Foundation. This article focuses on the South African system and the data that were collected for this article are related to quality assurance issues in South African. Eleven institutions were selected through purposive sampling, including both historically advantaged and disadvantaged institutions, as well as traditional English and traditional Afrikaans universities in South Africa.
RESUlTS AND DISCUSSIONS
Results and discussions have been organised in terms of themes and issues emerging from the questionnaire. Emerging themes and issues selected and discussed are as follow: 1. Quality and quality assurance in context. 2. Average percentage hours spent on university activities and academic preferences. 3. Evaluation of facilities and resources. 4. Average percentage of involvement in teaching activities and working conditions. 5. Involvement in teaching activities 6. Average percentages of involvement in teaching activities. 7. Time spend on various teaching activities. 8. Type of research. 9. Evaluation of teaching and research. 10. Emphasis at institution regarding sources of income and allocation of income.
Quality and quality assurance in context
The lesson from the literature, both international and local, is that issues of quality and quality assurance and institutional audits are shaped by the discourse on global tides and new managerialism. Accordingly, while global tides are unlikely to be reversed, the widespread practice of equating quality in higher education with quality in the production process, thereby treating academic staff and students as customers and clients and higher education as business deprofessionalises the staff and students and commodifies knowledge.
The Singaporean and Hong Kong experiences indicate that objectives of quality assurance differ in different contexts and confirm that quality and quality assurance have specific objectives. The comparison between the two countries shows that although the objective of the reviews was to promote quality education, their primary objective was to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of higher education. In Hong Kong, their primary objective was used to increase productivity and improve the performance of the university sector, while in Singapore quality assurance is a means to enhance the competitiveness of the country in regional and even global markets, as the government believes that strengthening the university sector will make the nation even stronger and more competitive. The South African situation suggests that quality assurance is interpreted much more broadly, namely to enhance effectiveness and efficiency to promote quality of teaching and learning and to address equity and gender imperatives.
The discussions particularly warn against an obsession with the discourse around market and business, suggesting that this has resulted in the widespread practice of determining institutional quality in terms of the number of articles published in reputable journals, production of measurable outputs, provision of the so-called viable programmes, quality in terms of industry-university partnership, success in raising second-stream income and students' completion rates.
It seems plausible from the analysis that quality assurance in the context of higher education be associated with views on the purposes and aims of higher education in different contexts and during different historical epochs. Accordingly, beliefs about the purpose of higher education inevitably influence evaluation of success and what is considered to be an improvement, and therefore of quality, in the sector. This view underpins the discourse of quality in South Africa where it is accepted that issues such as educational standards -both in terms of specific expectations and requirements -differ from context to context and depend partly on the specific purposes pursued.
This view contrasts the reputational approach, which -though very popular and including elements of 'fitness for purpose' -tends to overemphasise outcomes indicators such as students' completion rates, efficiency and effectiveness. The Hong Kong and Singaporean experiences clearly affirm the view that quality in higher education can be assessed in as many ways as there are sets of objectives and criteria, and there can be no claim to quality without the specification of those objectives and criteria. The other approaches are reputational and total quality approaches.
Percentage hours spent on university activities and academic preferences
The percentages hours spend by academics on typical weekly activities at universities in South Africa are shown in Tables 1a-1c.  Table 1a shows the time South African academics spend on various academic activities, when lectures are in session. Table 1b indicates the percentages of academic activities of South African academics, when lectures are not in session. Table 1c shows the proportion of academics' teaching responsibilities at various levels. Table 1d indicates the average size of classes of academics on various levels. Tables 1a-1d suggest that the workload has increased significantly for academics assigned to teach undergraduate programmes and less so for those assigned to master's and doctoral programmes. Two issues emerged from the preferences of master's and doctoral students: The first relates to the fact that the success of institutions in many countries, including South Africa, is determined by the number of master's and doctoral students they register, as these programmes carry heavy government subsidy and, unlike undergraduate programmes, do not involve marking of assignments and tests. However, it is difficult to establish the quality of master's and doctoral studies when senior professors monopolise the supervision of master's and doctoral studies; in some institutions, professors are in charge of supervising up to nine doctoral students and many more master's students. This occurs despite the fact that the quality of these programmes is normally ensured by external examiners, who may pass students on the understanding that their students will also be passed by colleagues when the latter serve as external examiners. The second issue is that undergraduate programmes that involve teaching -at least in the South African situation -are often neglected as they are allocated to junior members of staff who receive no support from senior professors regarding the pedagogy itself or the administrative load.
Two observations are worth highlighting regarding the administrative aspect. Firstly, the percentage of academic hours per week spent on administration has increased significantly, if teaching and learning are considered to be key components of the university. Secondly, the percentages confirm findings from interview results, who argued that there is an increasing amount of administration in higher education because of the current emphasis on performativity. Informants all argued that an increase in administration could also be attributed to continual national policy changes regarding restructuring programmes and curriculum content for higher education, especially regarding restructuring teacher education in South Africa, since 1994.
Evaluation of facilities and resources to support academics
Respondents were asked to rank the various facilities, resources and support personnel they have at their disposal at their institutions on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1, meaning excellent, to 5, meaning poor (3 being the midpoint). Percentages in Table 2 suggest that teaching and research support which are regarded as core functions of a university, compare unfavourably with, for example, library facilities, telecommunications and computer facilities. Perceptions about improvements and support raise the question of whether, for example, widening of access and visible improvement of library facilities gives an indication of improvement of the quality of teaching and support. For example, in the South African context, quality may be directly linked with the goals of addressing race and gender imbalances; improving throughput, retention, and graduation rates; developing and effectively managing relevant curricula; promoting opportunities; changing the ratio between enrolments in the humanities and those in the natural and economic sciences; and improving research management and productivity, but not improving teaching as such.
Involvement with teaching activities
Respondents were asked if they had been involved in certain teaching activities during the current academic year. The percentage of positive ('yes') responses was as follows: Electronic communications with students: 84, 10 per cent; development of course materials: 83, 77 per cent; classroom instruction: 79, 13 per cent; and distance education: 66, 88 per cent. According to the responses, internet and electronic communication is gradually replacing the lecture, at least according to the respondents. The increasing emphasis on electronic communications is consistent with the increasing performativity criterion to legitimate and validate knowledge in higher education amidst the current conditions of the global economy new managerialism. While internet and other electronic communications are critical to widen access by reaching students in rural areas, the quality of teaching through these media remains questionable. The quality of internet teaching is even more difficult to establish because teaching in these cases is provided through distance education, where students are provided with tapes, CDs and videos, with little or no support by teachers.
This further suggests that while there might have been some improvements in higher education, including the establishment of internet facilities to expand access, such improvements have had the effect of reducing face-to-face interaction with lecturers, as students are increasingly expected to work on their own on the internet. Therefore, students in poor rural areas who do not have access to internet facilities are bound to be prejudiced by such innovations. In the light of these observations, it is more difficult to support the widespread belief that internet facilities are necessarily a sign of quality of teaching and learning.
This concern was raised by one of the respondents, who argued that the situation in South Africa, where the government subsidy prioritises research output and completion rate, tends to compromise quality and standard of teaching and supervision. She argued: 'We are expected to do more and provide support to students without additional staff". Other respondents concurred that there is a danger that courses are being made easier for students to pass, through lowering the quality of presentation of the course, and that academics are tempted to compromise standards so that more students pass and academics therefore retain their tenure and programmes.
Percentages of involvement in teaching activities and time spend by academics on various activities
The percentage of respondents who indicated that their institutions set quantitative load targets or regulatory expectations for individual staff members regarding certain activities were as follows: students passing exams: 37.4 per cent; time for student consultation: 36.42 per cent; number of students in class: 28.14 per cent.
Also the respondents were asked to indicate their views on certain issues and to rate their responses on a five-point semantic differential scale, ranging from 1, meaning strongly agree, to 5, meaning strongly disagree.
Responses relating to percentages of involvement in Table 3 suggest that although success in the examination is an important consideration in terms of efficiency for institutions and for individual students, there is a tendency -prompted by perfomativity and new managerialism -to judge the quality of institutions in terms of students' throughput rate, rather than in terms of time for student consultation or number of students in courses. Responses relating to the time spend on certain activities by academics confirm international trends of the shift of emphasis from teaching -as one of the core functions of universities -to internationalisation. The latter can be attributable to the marketing strategy in higher education and, particularly, a strategy of recruiting international students who normally pay higher tuition fees than local students. Two issues of quality emerge. Firstly, these responses confirm that models of quality assurance practice in South Africa reflect international practices elsewhere, including the processes and procedures used. Secondly, the responses suggest that activities relating to teaching still do not receive the attention they deserve.
Type of research
Respondents were asked to rate the primary emphasis of their research in terms of the following keywords on a five-point scale, where1 indicates very much and 5 means not at all. Table 4 reflects percentages of academics characterisation of academics' own research. Two issues arose from the means (mean responses) on the type of research conducted. Firstly, institutions tend to prioritise commercialization of research and this is increasingly regarded as an indication of the quality of an institution. However, this tendency often ignores academics' research interests, relegating such research to a much lower status within the institutional hierarchy than theoretical and applied/practical research. This calls into question the practice of assessing quality and improvement in higher education in terms of their success in engaging in entrepreneurial activities that encompass the university-industry partnership that is clearly driven by performativity. Secondly, the findings also call into question the practice that quality in teaching and learning in individual disciplines is often relegated to the background in the current environment of performativity. Closely associated with increasing encouragement of industry-university relationship is the usage of institutional raking as a criterion to determine the quality. An interesting observation is that notwithstanding explicit exclusion of ranking, there is an acceptable practice in South Africa to 'rank' institutions, especially in terms of research outputs, the number of rated academics and the extent to which institutions are able to secure third-stream income from industry to determine quality. For example, the five so-called top universities in South Africa are historically white institutions, most of which have not been affected by mergers with small historically disadvantaged institutions. The practice of ranking in institutions and rating of individual academics as criteria for determining quality reflect policy borrowing from developed economies.
Clearly, then, although teaching forms an important aspect of quality assurance, historically black institutions cannot compete with historically advantaged institutions in terms of research, since the former focus almost exclusively on teaching. For example, in South Africa, historically black institutions are often engaged in remedial teaching in undergraduate programmes and also move quickly to teaching university programmes.
Primary influence on various key decisions
Respondents were asked which actor has the primary influence on various key decisions. Table 5 shows the locus of primary influence on certain activities. Table 5 support the view from the literature that quality assurance is a group responsibility comprising institutions themselves, departments and faculty boards, with external bodies providing the requisite environment and conditions. However, the responsibility for quality assurance remains debatable regarding the choosing of new academic personnel by institutional managers, as academic managers, faculty committee boards and individual faculties have a better understanding of the needs and type of new recruits departments need in order to raise the quality of teaching and learning. In other words, often institutional managers' choice of new personnel is driven by external imperatives, including recruiting people as part of internationalisation or equity and gender imperatives, without considering how these new recruits will improve the quality of teaching and learning.
Evaluation of teaching and research
Respondents were asked which of the various stakeholders regularly evaluate their teaching, research and service delivery. The responses are presented in Table 6 . Table 6 corroborates the argument raised in the local and international literature, namely that quality assurance is the responsibility of heads of departments, peers and students. Thus, making units, departments or teaching groups and peers accountable for educational quality ensures that alternative demands on the staff's time for research and scholarship do not erode time that should be devoted to instructional tasks, as Massy advises (1997, 250) . This view contrast the widespread practice of making quality the responsibility of external and institution-level bodies, which cannot assure quality by themselves, although they should play a role in creating the necessary conditions for quality assurance. In the South African system, the HEQC is responsible for creating these conditions by, inter alia, providing generic requirements and criteria that are universal to determine quality in higher education. The self-evaluation of quality in teaching, research and service may be regarded from quantitative and qualitative perspectives. The former occurs when an individual measures himself/herself by a set of targets, for example the number of students that were taught or the number of articles produced. The qualitative perspective, on the other hand, encompassing the intangible dimension of quality in teaching, research and service, measured against intrinsic values, including the personal growth of an individual.
Emphasis at institutions
Respondents were asked to what extent their institutions emphasise the practices listed in Table 7 and to rate their responses on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1, meaning very much, to 5, meaning not at all. Table 7 shows academics' views on emphasises by their institutions. Only 22 per cent of respondents indicated that at their institution's funding of departments is not substantially based on student numbers, 29% neutral and 49% indicated that this practice do exist at their institutions. Institutions seem to be in favour of encouraging individuals, businesses, foundations, etcetera, to contribute more the higher education but not of academics adopting services/entrepreneurial activities outside their institutions. Funding of departments tend to be based on student numbers. As a result, the quality of institutions is increasingly being determined by measurable inputs, outputs, performance targets, cost-saving and efficiency. Closely related to the impact of new managerialism is to engage in entrepreneurial activities. This latter ranking further corroborates international trends that quality is measured not only in terms of criteria of new managerialism and performativity, but also in terms of the extent to which institutions are able to engage in entrepreneurial activities as survival strategies, given the general reduction in government allocations to higher education.
CONClUSION
The findings of the present research into quality and quality assurance in South African higher education reveal that: 1. The teaching load for junior academics staff responsible for undergraduate has clearly increased compared to those of senior staff members responsible for post-graduate programmes. This trend could be attributed to increasing emphasis on recruitment of students as the source of revenue given the declining in government funding for higher education. 2. The reliance on the discourse of market and business to determine institutional quality is based on the number of articles published in reputable journals, production of measurable outputs, provision of so-called viable programmes, quality in terms of industry-university partnership, success in raising secondstream income and students' completion rates is simplistic and misleading as it often excludes teaching. 3. While there is a significant improvement of resources such as library facilities, research management and communication facilities, these improvements do not necessarily translate to improvement in teaching. Conversely, improvements are clearly intended to enhance performativity, institutional efficiency and cost effectiveness. 4. Similarly, the discourses of globalisation and internationalization that clearly emerged as key criteria for assessing quality also underplay teaching as one of the key elements of a university. 5. Faculty managers, departments, peers and academic staff and students are in better positioned to assess the quality of programmes and staff.
From these research findings it is evident, therefore, that quality and quality assurance have tended to be dominated by the discourse of performativity in the current condition of global competition and new managerialism. This is also borne out in the practice of quality and quality assurance in Singapore and Hong Kong that have been used an example of policy borrowing and highlights the following two considerations. First, although the objective of the reviews is ostensibly to promote quality education, their primary objective was to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of higher education in Hong Kong, thereby increasing productivity and improving the performance of the university sector. Second, in quality assurance is a means to enhance the competitiveness of the country in regional and even global markets, as the government believes that strengthening the university sector will make the nation even stronger and more competitive. It would, therefore, seem that assessment of what is and isn't good quality depends on the objectives and criteria a person or group considers to be relevant in a specific context. Thus 'fitness for purpose', which hinges on specification of the purposes that are assumed to be relevant by specific sectors in a specific context, seems to be the most tenable conceptualisation for what constitutes good quality.
As a result we would argue that when it comes to quality and quality assurance in South African higher education, quality, quality assurance and institutional audits should be tempered, on the one hand, by international economic imperatives shaping higher education worldwide, and national institutional equity and redress, on the other. In short, we would argue that in South African higher education, quality and quality assurance should be interpreted much more broadly so as to enhance effectiveness and efficiency and address equity and gender imperatives.
